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Introduction 
 Perhaps one of the most maligned and misunderstood fiction genres, horror genre 
fiction is typically defined as a body of works that “produce[s] fear in readers” and 
“contains a monster of some type” (Saricks, 2009, p. 112). In spirit, this definition could 
be considered appropriate. Many works of horror fiction do inspire fear in their readers 
and feature some sort of monster. However, this common depiction of the horror genre is 
ultimately flawed as its specificity makes the many subtleties and varieties in the genre 
less visible. 
Although an autonomic response to danger in its most basic definition, fear is 
likely to be associated with its extremes (e.g., terror, panic, etc.) when used to describe 
the horror genre, potentially because of the definition of the word “horror” itself. Not 
every member of the horror fiction genre has the primary goal of promoting this sort of  
“fear” in readers. Works by John Ajvide Lindqvist (commonly hailed on the back of his 
books as “Sweden’s Stephen King”) tend to make readers feel more unsettled than openly 
fearful, with their inversions in reality distorting the world enough to make the reader 
think about the implications of what they’ve read and acting as a catalyst for a complex 
mix of emotions that “fear” alone does not do justice. In Let the Right One In (2007), 
perhaps Lindqvist’s most famous work, the reader is encouraged to consider a variety of 
emotions: are we supposed to feel pity? Disgust? Sadness? Rage? The work itself is more 
of a treatise on the nature of monstrosity (are the monsters the protagonist’s school 
bullies who senselessly torment him or his friend the vampire who must engage in some 
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form of bloodletting in order to survive?) than a work meant to instill fear—although the 
answers readers decide to give to the questions the book begs may keep them up at night. 
And yet, this work is widely considered to be in the horror genre. The notion of 
producing fear also arguably excludes works in the subgenre of Gothic literature, in 
which works tend to make readers feel disquieted, apprehensive, or even slightly 
paranoid. If we are to believe the premise that the horror genre is meant to produce fear 
(rather than explore a theme), then we should note that fear exists on a spectrum of 
emotions, including many of which are more along the lines of discomfort than fully-
fledged fear. 
 The notion that the work “contains a monster of some type” (Saricks, 2009, 112) 
is also problematically vague and more indicative of what is expected from the horror 
genre than what the horror genre is. How are these monsters defined? Is it predominantly 
in paranormal terms? Physical? Can a work with thoroughly human characters be labeled 
as horror fiction under this definition? Works like Jack Ketchum’s exceptionally 
disturbing The Girl Next Door (1989) feature nothing beyond the natural world, instead 
inciting terror and distress in the reader through a nihilistic depiction of the natural, 
home-grown evil to which humans can sink. Still, this work is largely classified as horror. 
Even in works that feature a stereotypical monster, it is not necessarily the monster’s 
corporeal (or, in the case of ghost stories, incorporeal) state of being that would make it 
the source of horror. Instead, it is often what a monster does that is meant to elicit 
emotions. This is not to undervalue the importance of the “monster” to the horror genre, 
but is meant to include works in which our conceptualization of  “monster” has a 
different meaning than werewolves, vampires, and other creatures that go bump in the 
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night. An updated way to describe this element of the genre, then, might be to say that 
works may feature a monster or something monstrous. 
 Now that many of the stereotypical perceptions of the genre have been discussed 
and debunked, how might the horror fiction genre actually be described? Becky 
Spratford’s definition of horror is acceptable: “Horror is a complex mode of storytelling 
that probes deeply into readers’ emotions, eliciting uncomfortable feelings that many 
readers crave” (2018, p. 18). She further qualifies the genre by saying that works “range 
from gory to subtle, from straightforward to weird” (Spratford, 2018, p. 18). Placed in 
this order, these quotes identify the actual commonalities of the horror genre while 
emphasizing the various spectrums on which works in the genre fall. At its best, horror 
fiction acts as a subversion of the ordinary, exposing or illuminating the malevolence in 
the social constructions of our world (Wisker, 2002). Even the most formulaic or popular 
of horror works may reveal, in the words of Wisker, “pomposity, hypocrisy; power 
games; the artifice of respectability, hiding deception and violence; the falseness of 
romantic relationships[,] of family life, of social, political and work hierarchies” (2002, 
para. 9) and basically any other element of the status quo that, despite its seeming 
normalcy, is actually something that can be conceived of as quite twisted.  
 In addition to exposing some of society’s ills, horror fiction also allows us to 
explore and give a face and name to our fears, whether they are personal, group-held, or 
societal. Through this quality, the horror genre truly has the ability to reach out to and 
connect with its audience. Everyone—across all social, cultural, and economic lines—has 
something that they fear, and more often than not their fear is something shared by 
others. Of course, the fears that are explored in these works may be more clearly 
definable than others. These fears may come in the form of a thing, such as spiders, cars, 
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dolls, and rabbits. Authors can easily capitalize on these sorts of fears, with works 
addressing the tangible fear of the former list existing in Caitlín Kiernan’s Silk, Stephen 
King’s Christine, Nick Sharman’s The Surrogate, and David Anne’s The Folly. Even 
moths are given the horror treatment in works such as Mark Sonder’s Blight. The best of 
these works delve deeper than their premise by identifying what about these things 
inspire fear or combine them with some other deep-rooted fear that goes past the object 
or thing. Then there are novels that expound upon fears of definable events, such as the 
loss of a child (Victor LaValle’s The Changeling), the world as we know it ending 
(Robert McCammon’s Swan Song), and the aftermath of being in a car crash (Christopher 
Buehlman’s The Suicide Motor Club). And, of course, there is horror fiction that deals 
with our more nebulous fears, often invoking a supernatural or paranormal presence in 
order to give these complex feelings form, as in haunted houses as a stand-in for domestic 
or familial dramas (Tananarive Due’s The Good House; Stephen King’s The Shining) and 
demonic possession as narratives for political or social changes in the status quo (William 
Peter Blatty’s The Exorcist; Paul Tremblay’s A Head Full of Ghosts). 
 With this sort of framework in mind, a reader could easily see how horror could 
be a useful, and arguably cathartic (Wisker, 2002), genre for writers who are otherized in 
some manner by a white, heterosexual male-dominated society to express the wrongness 
of these experiences, for these are experiences and fears that are viscerally felt and shared 
by groups if not particularly on an individual level. For example, even women who are 
not particularly afraid of walking home alone at night can understand why this is such a 
primal fear for other women:  all of us have heard the stories through some medium or 
know someone (directly or indirectly) whose own experience places the weight of reality 
behind the fear. Naturally, there are other fears shared widely by women as a group based 
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on our experiences in this society. Equally naturally, other marginalized groups and 
groups with marginalized intersectional identities hold shared fears based on their 
experiences in this society. And this isn’t to downplay any fears held by white, straight 
men as a group, but to acknowledge that the reality is that in this society there are groups 
of us with more (and at times different) things to fear.  
 With this in mind, it makes sense for authors from these otherized groups to relate 
their experiences through the medium of horror fiction, and these authors are writing in 
the genre. Victor LaValle typically blends some other genre (e.g., fantasy in the case of 
The Changeling) with horror to express some terrifying realities of being a black man, 
with his work The Ballad of Black Tom explicitly tackling racism and giving Lovecraft’s 
racially charged mythos a transgressive reworking (LaValle, 2016). LaValle’s prior work, 
The Devil in Silver, examines the horrors associated with race and class (among other 
sociocultural constructs) in his supernatural narrative about a black man placed 
involuntarily in a mental hospital because he is accused of a crime he doesn’t remember 
committing only to discover that the hospital might actually house the Devil himself 
(LaValle, 2012). Octavia Butler’s The Fledgling, a work that some may argue is more in 
the wheelhouse of science fiction but has also been heavily linked to the horror genre 
through its speculative fiction roots, explores minorization (Robinson, 2015), race, and 
power dynamics (Morris, 2012) through the story of Shori, a member of a vampiric race 
who has been genetically modified with melanin to combat the group’s allergy to 
sunlight. Anne Rice’s most popular works (e.g., The Interview with the Vampire, The 
Witching Hour, etc.) are frequently considered transgressive for her exploration of gender 
roles and sexual taboos (particularly in relation to how they are imposed upon women), 
with characters like Claudia from The Interview with the Vampire having been considered 
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an exemplar of “the female in the patriarchal world” (Jowett, 2002, para. 5). However, 
perhaps the most prominent example of how authors from marginalized or otherized 
groups produce works in the horror genre or related to the horror genre in their content or 
use of horror devices occurred when Toni Morrison wrote her Nobel prize-winning novel 
Beloved. Although often labeled as literary fiction due to its exceptional quality and 
acclaim, Beloved actually utilizes a form of supernatural horror common in horror fiction 
through her depiction of the haunting endured by protagonist Sethe from the ghost of her 
child whom she murdered to protect her from slavery (Wisker, 2005). Gina Wisker 
argues that Toni Morrison intentionally chose to use supernatural horror to make a 
statement regarding what Morrison termed “discredited knowledge” (qtd. in Wisker, 
2005, para. 2) and specifically used ghosts to symbolize the horrors of “the lived 
everyday experience of the legacy of slavery” (Wisker, 2005, para. 2). 
 The authors listed in the previous paragraph are only a small representation of 
otherized and/or marginalized authors who have written or are currently writing works 
that have been classified at least in part as belonging to the horror genre. Still, people 
have a preconceived notion that female authors, and particularly female authors of color, 
do not write in the horror genre, and that those who do are an anomaly (Brooks, 2018). In 
the introduction to the short story collection Skin of the Soul, Lisa Tuttle states this 
perception explicitly:  
Having outlasted the time when women were outsiders in the science fiction field, 
I now discover I’m an oddity for writing horror stories. Jessica Amanda 
Salmonson, author and editor […] has told of the “unpleasantly comic 
experience” of observing an all-male panel of experts at a World Fantasy 
Convention “addressing the problem of ‘Why Women Don’t Write Horror.’” But 
of course we do! We always have, from the beginning…now horror is a lucrative 
and popular genre […] And all of the best-selling authors have been men. Well, 
almost all: there were, of course, “exceptions” like Anne Rice, V. C. Andrews, 
Daphne du Maurier, Anne Rivers Siddons, Chelsea Quinn Yarbro… […] Women 
writers tend either to be seen as rare exceptions, or to be redefined as something 
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else—not horror, but gothic; not horror but suspense; not horror but romance, or 
fantasy, or something unclassifiable but different. It has almost become a circular, 
self-fulfilling argument: Horror is written by men, so if it’s written by women, it 
isn’t horror. (1990, p. xii-xiii) 
 
Although 28 years old, this assessment of the genre still rings true today. If asked to name 
an author—any author—who has released a work in the horror genre in the past ten years, 
the answer given by anyone would be almost instantaneous and probably be a white, 
male name: Stephen King, Joe Hill, Paul Tremblay, Dan Simmons, or any of several 
other well-known authors. However, if asked to name a female author who has released a 
horror novel in the past ten years, most people would probably have to take a minute or 
two or look up a name. If asked to name a woman of color who has authored a horror 
novel released in the past ten years, finding an answer might take someone even longer.  
 Since female authors do, however, write horror works (works being novels, 
novellas, short stories, short story collections, poetry and graphic novels), why does it 
seem more difficult for us to locate them? An illustration of this might be presented on 
Goodreads. If someone navigates to Browse à All Genres à Horror, they see the 
headings for these lists: “New Releases Tagged ‘Horror’,” “Most Read This Week,” a 
few variously curated Listopia lists, and “Popular Horror Books.” However, the first two 
Goodreads curated “lists” are not actually lists and include works that have been tagged 
as horror (often in combination with mystery/thriller/suspense) by only a handful of 
reviewers when compared to the top genres otherwise associated with the work. 
Therefore, these two lists are not exactly helpful at examining the state of horror 
authorship. The “Popular Horror Books” list would then appear to be the most insightful. 
Unfortunately, no reasoning is given as to why these books are considered the most 
popular, and the algorithm used appears to give as much weight to established classics as 
it does to more contemporary works, meaning that these newer works appear to get lost in 
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the shuffle (and likely to be unnoticed by a reader who stops after the first few pages of 
the 25 page list). Of the 50 books on the first page, only 5 novels were written by women: 
Anne Rice, Shirley Jackson, and Mary Shelley. Rice and Jackson were listed twice, 
meaning that there were only 3 distinct female authors on the first page of this list out of 
20 distinct male authors (21 if you wanted to count Richard Bachman, Stephen King’s 
pseudonym). The second page of the list does somewhat better, introducing four new 
female authors (one book apiece) out of 19 new authors total. Anne Rice appears on the 
list again with three books, but that still leaves only 7 out of 50 of these works authored 
by women. This means that for the first two pages of the “Popular Horror Books” section, 
only 12% of the works were authored by women, and only 17% of the distinctive authors 
on the list were women. By page three, the total percentage of works authored by women 
goes down to 11% and the total percentage of distinct women authors goes down to 16%. 
By page 5, the total numbers had jumped, respectively to 15.6% and 23.5%. Only after 
searching through 250 books does the percentage of distinct women authors to distinct 
authors begin to approach 25%. Still, only 39 of the 250 total books were authored by 
women. Of course, this percentage is thrown off by the male writers on the list who have 
authored a plethora of works (e.g., Stephen King and Dean Kootz), but this still shows a 
discrepancy. Women do not even begin to be noticeably represented until after a point 
that most readers looking for books would have already found plenty of other book 
recommendations. This doesn’t necessarily show that women’s horror novels would not 
be popular with readers: they just are not being represented on this “Popular” list at the 
same level of visibility as their male contemporaries. Several distinctive female authors 
of various levels of acclaim (e.g., Tananarive Due, Lisa Morton, and Ania Ahlborn to 
name only a few) do not even make the first five pages of this list.  
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Imagine book popularity as a cycle, with authors being labeled as popular 
becoming more popular through this recognition, which makes them and their further 
works more desirable by readers because, by that point in time, these are the authors that 
they know. From this perspective, lists like the one described above can further place 
female horror authors at a disadvantage. However, through collection development and 
readers’ advisory services, librarians can help bridge this gap to support female horror 
authors by making their works visible. First, though, we need to know if libraries are 
even collecting works by women horror authors. 
 We know that a body of diverse horror fiction written by women authors exists 
that could be added to a library collection. What we do not know is if libraries are 
actually selecting these works to add to their horror fiction collections. This paper will 
focus on horror fiction that is written by women, but will also take into consideration 
diversity in terms of race to demonstrate the importance of intersectional identities in 
regards to author visibility. Consequently, this paper seeks to explore the following 
question: are women authors of adult horror novels represented in collections in five 
large North Carolina public libraries with similar collections budgets? 
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Literature Review 
Finding Relevant Literature 
 When searching for literature to include in my topic, I first began by 
brainstorming key words related to my research question, leaving me with the main 
themes of: horror novels, women horror authors, collection development, diverse 
collection development, genre collection development, horror genre fiction, libraries and 
horror fiction, and horror bibliographies (to identify lists of potential authors). For good 
measure, I also included some searching on readers’ advisory as these practices could not 
only help me to a) get a better grasp on the genre, b) find authors I could later include in 
my methods, and c) help me gather more information about how current practices in 
readers’ advisory may be exacerbating the potential problem that I noticed. From this 
point, I began searching the Carolina Digital Repository for master’s papers that 
contained themes similar to mine, using the search terms: horror, horror novels, 
collection development, diversity in collection development, diversity in genre fiction, 
diverse authors, readers’ advisory, and genre fiction. These various searches led me to a 
few master’s papers, typically on diversity in collection development, that I could 
examine and use to help find sources I otherwise might not have come across. I then 
briefly turned to Google to conduct a general search to see if I could find any authors 
writing about “horror in library collections.” This led me to the work of Becky Spratford, 
the first important author I found in the literature whose works actually did revolve 
around building horror collections in libraries. 
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Searching the UNC Library Catalog for “horror in libraries” and “horror 
collection development” helped me first to locate several readers’ advisory resources and 
locate another important author—Kinitra D. Brooks, whose works revolve around 
intersectionality and the horror genre, with a particular emphasis on the works of Black 
women both as writers and as characters in the horror genre. From this point, I began 
tailoring my searches to be more narrow and using databases such as LISS and LISA. 
These various searches helped me to locate various resources, some of which took me to 
journals that had published multiple pieces of interest (e.g., FEMSPEC), multiple blog 
posts on the site NoveList about the horror genre, and interviews with authors writing in 
the speculative fiction and/or horror genres, like Tananarive Due, whose insights and 
works were important to my research. Overall, keyword searching, author searching, 
journal scanning, and back-chaining were the most helpful search methods for finding 
information regarding my topic. 
Female Authors in the Horror Genre 
Horror fiction is often seen as a genre “usually written by and for men” featuring 
“overwhelmingly stereotypical” gendered characters (Colmenero-Chilberg, 2008, p. 24). 
However, Rosie Cima’s (2017) analysis of the author/gender ratio in popular genre 
fiction considered to be New York Times best-sellers actually indicated something 
different. While female authors writing horror originally only made up 10% of the horror 
authors on The New York Times best-sellers list, this percentage increased dramatically in 
the 1990s, with 29% of the authors writing horror being women (Cima, 2017). By the 
2000s, 56% of the New York Times horror best-sellers were authored by women, and a 
note on the best-selling horror fiction of the 2010s indicates that a quarter of female-
authored horror novels (making up 55% of the genre’s best-sellers of the decade so far) 
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were also romance novels (Cima, 2017). Even if we were to discount these 
horror/paranormal romances as “not really horror” (not to actually suggest that these 
works are not part of the horror genre but to illustrate Tuttle’s previously quoted view on 
how women horror authors are perceived and their works are labeled), that would still 
leave a majority of the remaining female authors as qualifying horror authors. This 
indicates that despite the public perception of horror as a “man’s genre” (Colmenero-
Chilberg, 2008), women are most definitely writing and selling horror fiction. In fact, 
arguably one of the first works of horror fiction (Frankenstein by Mary Shelley) and one 
of the finest works of the horror genre (The Haunting of Hill House by Shirley Jackson) 
were both authored by women. Throughout the history of the genre, women have 
authored horror fiction of some type or another despite stereotypes to the contrary. 
Furthermore while women do not need to have any deeper reason to write in the horror 
genre than men (meaning that the question “why would women want to write in the 
horror genre” doesn’t need to be asked or analyzed in any manner that is not also applied 
to male authors since any author may be drawn to any particular genre regardless of 
biological sex or stereotypes associated with social constructs of gender), the perspectives 
of female horror authors may differ from those of male horror authors due to their 
experiences and group knowledge of being female, in addition to their other potential 
intersectional identities, in a male-dominated society. That said, these differing (possibly 
upsetting, angered, or disheartened) perspectives held by female horror authors could 
speak to horror genre writing as a form of catharsis. 
 When several authors mention that horror is a “cathartic” genre, what they seem 
to be arguing is that the horror genre allows for a safe, more socially acceptable release of 
negative (often translating as violent) emotions that they believe are a fundamental part 
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of the baser elements of human nature (Grixti, 2014, pp. 78, 80). These analyses tend to 
rely on the graphic and excessively violent nature of some works in the genre and 
attempts to use some form of psychoanalytic theory to justify their appeal (Grixti, 2014, 
p. 79). Even Stephen King himself has claimed (in the context of horror movies but in a 
quote that could be applicable to the horror genre in general) that: 
[Horror] deliberately appeals to all that is worst in us. It is morbidity unchained, 
our most base instincts let free, our nastiest fantasies realized…[…] I like to see 
the most aggressive of them—Dawn of the Dead, for instance—as lifting a 
trapdoor in the civilized forebrain and throwing a basket of raw meat to the 
hungry alligators swimming around in that subterranean river beneath. 
Why bother? Because it keeps them from getting out, man. It keeps them down 
there and me up here. It was Lennon and McCartney who said that all you need is 
love, and I would agree with that. As long as you keep the gators fed. (2010, p. 
187) 
 
Although this is one interpretation of horror as a cathartic experience, the processes of 
writing and reading horror fiction may also allow for a much different (and, at times, a 
potentially uplifting) definition of catharsis, particularly among female authors. Women 
may also feel this sort of catharsis that King (2010) and others have described when they 
read a horror novel. However, this venting of supposed natural human aggression through 
these mediums—known as the aggression catharsis hypothesis—seems to only appear 
true, while evidence demonstrates several flaws in the accuracy of this supposed 
phenomenon (Gentile, 2013). When referring to catharsis in women’s horror fiction, I am 
speaking of the release that comes from the recognition and exploration of the fears and 
experiences of women and for groups of women sharing certain intersectional identities. 
 A prominent example of this sort of catharsis was described by Charlotte Perkins 
Gillman, author of “The Yellow Wallpaper,” a short story depicting a female narrator 
descending into madness after being prescribed the rest cure—a treatment for supposed 
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negative or restless feelings that would contemporarily be associated with symptoms of 
depression and anxiety. Gillman herself was prescribed the rest cure, stating that her 
doctor told her “to ‘live as domestic a life as far as possible,’ to ‘have but two hours’ 
intellectual life a day,’ and ‘never to touch pen, brush, or pencil again’” (qtd. in Gillman, 
2011, p. 265). This “cure” only served to heighten her negative emotions and bring her to 
“the borderline of utter mental ruin” (Gillman, 2011, p. 265). After deciding to return to 
her normal activities, she recovered and decided to write this autobiographical story. At 
least one critic (another physician, no less) who reviewed her story stated “such a story 
ought not to be written…it was enough to drive anyone mad to read it” (Gillman, 2011, p. 
265). However, writing this story ultimately allowed Gillman to narrate her own 
experience and give voice to those of countless other women who had been prescribed 
the rest cure. She goes on to explain her satisfaction with the impact of “The Yellow 
Wallpaper” by stating: 
It has, to my knowledge, saved one woman from a similar fate—[the story] so 
terrifying her family that they let her out into normal activity and she recovered.  
But the best result is this. Many years later I was told that the great specialist had 
admitted to friends of his that he had altered his treatment of neuroasthenia since 
reading The Yellow Wallpaper.  
It was not intended to drive people crazy, but to save people from being driven 
crazy, and it worked. (2011, p. 265) 
 
 In the aforementioned piece, “Why I wrote The Yellow Wallpaper,” (Gillman, 
2011) Gillman perfectly illustrates the form of catharsis that women may experience 
through writing and reading in the horror genre. The nature of horror fiction allows 
women to explore issues (primarily those that are contemporary at the time the author is 
writing) that give women as a societal group cause for concern, anger, anxiety, fear, or 
any other intense, negative emotion. So while Gillman published her eye-opening 
criticism of the rest cure in 1892 (“The Yellow Wallpaper”), in 1959 Shirley Jackson was 
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writing about toxically codependent mother-daughter relationships (Hattenhauer, 2003, p. 
161) and possibly the horrifying results of poor parenting (Pascal, 2014) with the 
eponymous Hill House acting as a parental (typically interpreted as maternal: Pascal, 
2014; Hattenhauer, 2003) stand-in enacting its overbearing presence on those visiting it. 
Female authors have also used the horror genre to immortalize fictional accounts of 
events that have actually happened to women, as in Shirley Jackson’s Hangsaman which 
is based on the story of the actual disappearance of Bennington college student Paula 
Jean Welden (Dobson, 2016, pp. 126-127). Another prominent piece would be Joyce 
Carol Oates’ short story “Where Are You Going, Where Have You Been?” which 
dramatizes the narrative about an actual “tabloid psychopath” who attempted to pass as a 
teenager to engage in “the seduction and occasional murder of teen-aged girls” (Oates, 
1986/2010). However, instead of focusing on the perspective of this character, Oates tells 
the story from the perspective of one of these girls, emphasizing how the girl must have 
felt and consequently giving visibility to the perspective of women. 
 One of the predominate examples of horror as a cathartic genre for both the writer 
and the reader is the story behind Anne Rice’s Interview with the Vampire. Suffering 
from a deep depression after the death of her daughter, Rice poured her grief into her first 
novel, The Interview with the Vampire, with the main character Louis acting as an 
autobiographical stand-in for Rice and the child vampire Claudia acting as a stand in for 
Rice’s daughter (Hendrix, 2017). The work received mixed critical praise with several 
individuals expressing frustration at Louis’s brooding, depressive nature (Hendrix, 2017). 
While this criticism was discouraging to Rice, she also received encouraging feedback 
from readers that spoke to how they related to Louis’s emotionality (Hendrix, 2017). This 
inspired her to continue writing, and her next novel in what would become her Vampire 
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Chronicles series focused on the vampire Lestat, whose character was developed to 
represent who she wanted to be and allowing her to grow from her grief through her 
writing (Hendrix, 2017). The character of Lestat and his consequent story was more 
palatable to a variety of readers (Hendrix, 2017), spurring Rice’s success as a horror 
writer, but the original story behind her initial work Interview with the Vampire 
illustrated how both author and reader alike may find horror to be a cathartic genre from 
which we grow. 
 In the vein of horror as a form of group-catharsis, the literature regarding the 
experiences of authors with intersectional identities is particularly interesting, if 
unfortunately brief. Particularly noted, though, are the interactions of black female 
authors with the horror genre. As established, horror as a medium allows both author and 
reader a chance to grapple with social and cultural themes and the nature of identity. In 
Searching for Sycorax (2018) Kinitra D. Brooks examines the ways in which black 
female authors subvert horror genre expectations and norms through writing what she 
terms fluid fiction and folkloric horror. In fluid fiction, black women authors “exploit the 
obfuscation of [the lines between horror, fantasy, science fiction, and speculative fiction] 
to articulate the simultaneity of oppressions that uniquely affect black women” (Brooks, 
2018, p. 56). This genre as defined by Brooks is dynamic as “black women writers worry 
the lines between these genres to create a blend of horror/fantasy/science fiction that is 
specific to their themes and analytical needs” (Brooks, 2018, p. 56). Just as black 
women’s intersecting identities impact their lived experiences, fluid fiction’s intersection 
of genre boundaries is utilized by black women writers to illustrate how they “compound 
the boundaries of race, gender, and class” (Brooks, 2018, p. 71). Brooks (2018) 
emphasizes the importance of folkloric horror in that it is a form of fiction that 
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seamlessly combines “African-influenced folklore with the Westernized genres of horror, 
fantasy, and science fiction” (p. 98). These forms of horror fiction allow for the 
discussion of themes central to the experiences of women of color, such as 
mother/daughter and grandmother/granddaughter relationships displayed in Tananarive 
Due’s The Good House and Nalo Hopkinsons’s “Greedy Choke Puppy”  (Wisker, 2005), 
as well as allowing for discussions of identity, as Jewelle Gomez tackles in The Gilda 
Stories with her depiction of “a radical lesbian vampire sisterhood” (Wisker, 2005, p. 4). 
While several women of color are writing in the horror genre, their contributions to the 
genre are often “unacknowledged and underappreciated” (Brooks, 2018, p. 99) and their 
works have consequently been made less visible in our collections. 
What the sum of this segment of the literature concerning female horror authors 
shows is that their works address several key topics in the genre, explore important and 
interesting aspects of existence and identity, and can provide a sense of catharsis for both 
the reader and author alike. However, the visibility of these works can at times be 
considered negligible, leaving our collections haunted by the specters of these neglected 
authors. Considering the wealth of women horror authors and their works, why aren’t we 
more aware of them? To better understand the seeming relative invisibility of female 
horror authors in general, and specifically female authors of color, we should begin by 
assessing our collections.  
Collections and Collection Development 
 In its most basic definition, collection development is the act of selecting and 
acquiring items for a particular collection, usually according to a specific collection 
development policy typically for an individual library or for a larger system of libraries. 
Through collection development, libraries aim to provide patrons with access to the 
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materials that will be have the most use and interest, including (though not limited to) 
popular fiction and genre fiction. While in some libraries collection development may 
still be a (decentralized) hands-on process, many larger libraries and branch libraries have 
moved more toward using (centralized) vendor selected lists and automated selection 
processes (Alpert, 2006, p. 96). The centralized selection process in branch libraries 
means that only a few individuals select materials for all of the branches or that the 
option of creating selection lists is placed in the hands of vendors  (Alpert, 2006, p. 96). 
The role of the individual branches in the centralized selection process may be reduced to 
noting where replacements are needed, providing vendors or central selection librarians 
with community profiles of their branch, or making requests for specific items (Alpert, 
2006; Hoffert, 2007). Similarly within larger non-branch libraries undergoing automated 
centralized selection, there is a reliance on vendors and their approval plans to examine a 
library’s specific profile and to find and recommend appropriate materials based on that 
information (Cassell, 2015).  
  There are several elements of the centralized approach that are positive. One 
major example of this is that several libraries that allow vendors to at least create 
selection lists have noted a decrease in the amount of time the overall selection process 
takes (Flowers & Perry, 2002). Furthermore, some vendors do work with library-based 
organizations, such as LibraryReads, and include these organizations’ reading lists and 
selection recommendations when making decisions regarding their vendor-selected lists 
(DeWild, 2014). In some cases, the inter-departmental communication occurring in 
libraries regarding the vendor-selection process may even lead libraries to undertake 
collection assessment, determining which areas of the collection are no longer in demand 
and which are demonstrating growth (Flowers & Perry, 2002). At times, this process of 
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vendors building selection lists based on library profiles can be extremely effective, with 
some librarians noting that they received materials that turned out popular when they 
themselves would not have selected those items for their specific library (Hoffert, 2007). 
Furthermore, some librarians tout the effectiveness of the “profile” system, stating that its 
current complexity allows vendors to delve into the actual needs of a library system 
(Hoffert, 2007). 
Despite the positives that can be attributed to centralized selection, the negative 
elements could be damaging to a library’s collection on a variety of fronts. Librarians 
working in an individual branch should know their user community, including its needs 
and wants for the library and its collection (Hoffert, 2007). In this sense, centralized 
selection drastically reduces the role of the individuals who could be considered experts 
on their specific library’s needs (Alpert, 2006). This may be particularly hurtful when 
some library systems decide to use a “popularity” distribution plan. In 2002, the Phoenix 
Public Library system implemented a “popularity” distribution plan with “the smallest 
branches getting only the most popular materials and larger and then regional branches 
receiving progressively richer mixes; specialized titles purchased as single copies will be 
part of the collection at the Burton Barr Central Library” (Hoffert, 2007, p. 41). Although 
popular may mean dramatically different things for different branch libraries, these 
“most” popular materials most likely translate predominately into best-sellers and works 
by exceptionally prolific authors. Even then a library may only select a subset of this 
“most” popular fiction meaning that comparable works that are less in the spotlight (such 
as by authors from overlooked groups who are writing entertaining and provocative 
works in the genre but whose name does not hold the same drawing power yet as Stephen 
King) may be more likely to be excluded. This means that the works by the several 
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female horror authors listed on the best-sellers list may not be selected as they are not the 
most popular of the list. Additionally, some materials that may be popular on some larger 
scale may not be a resounding success in a particular library community (Hoffert, 2007). 
Additionally, some librarians in charge of larger library systems have questioned the 
“profile” system, noting that asking vendors to create lists based on the community 
profiles of the individual branches can throw off the collection development needs of the 
library system as a whole (Hoffert, 2007). Some librarians have also gone so far as to 
note that vendor selections may not be appropriate for certain collections or genres, as in 
the case of genres in which more popular works may come from small or independent 
presses (Hoffert, 2007). In Hoffert’s piece, interviewed librarian and former vendor 
selector Christopher Platt noted that he believes vendor selection would not be helpful for 
his current library’s urban fiction collection—and actually, in fact, might be hurtful as 
“so much [urban fiction] is still published off the map, and those titles might not be in the 
vendor’s database” (qtd. in Hoffert, 2007, p. 43). Platt’s reservations regarding his 
library’s urban fiction collection shares several qualities with the issues regarding horror 
fiction collections. 
Horror Fiction and Genre Collection Development Practices. The latest “core” 
collection list published for the horror genre was actually compiled in 1981 by Marshall 
B. Tymn in Horror Literature: A Core Collection and Reference Guide1. Since this time, 
the horror fiction genre has changed, naturally evolving in response to the sociopolitical 
climate at the time of an author’s writing, and several new books have been added to the 
horror fiction canon. Librarians unfamiliar with the genre may find a lack of an updated 
                                               
1 I consider this to be the latest “core” collection list as Pringle’s (1998) St. James Guide 
to Horror, Ghost and Gothic Writers is more of a encyclopedia of all horror writers as 
opposed to a library collection building guide. 
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core list daunting and be more inclined to accept vendor recommendations than to 
recommend titles from a body of literature they know little about; however, the lack of 
uniform “official” lists should instead be viewed as an opportunity for tailoring individual 
collections.  
As Sarick’s (2009), Spratford (2012), and Winters (2015) all illustrate in their 
readers’ advisory guidance, the appeal factors present in the horror genre exist on several 
spectrums with disparate extremes. The range of these spectrums is most apparent on the 
spectrums of tone (which Winters labels as “dread”) and gore (Saricks, 2009; Winters, 
2015). To increase circulation of horror fiction, libraries might employ an approach 
whereby they gather information regarding the levels of these factors that most appeal to 
their patron population. For example, if a majority of individuals in a particular patron 
population (who, naturally, are interested in reading the horror genre) are most drawn to 
moderately scary (or “dreadful”) works then perhaps the library should pay more 
attention to works that match this description, while also planning on collecting an 
appropriate number of works for the percentage patrons who prefer to read works on the 
extremes of the spectrum. Once the library in this example determines their metrics for 
the content and graphicness of gore that is preferred by their patron population, then they 
can better pinpoint the type of works that may have a higher chance of being popularly 
circulated (e.g., titles that are moderately scary while low in gore), while also 
understanding other types of works that patrons are interested in reading but may 
circulate less often (e.g. works high in gore and very scary) and what works don’t seem to 
be popular with the current patron base and have a greater risk of not circulating well 
(e.g., works high in gore and low in scariness).  
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In other words, not having the safety net of a guide saying what should be 
included in a collection can and should be viewed as an opportunity to learn about library 
community’s wants and consequent collection improvement. An automated vendor 
selection list may be more focused on other elements (such as a work’s popularity among 
various patron groups) than on the appeal elements that can make or break a work to a 
horror fiction fan and that, ultimately, can greatly impact a library’s circulation statistics. 
Instead of solely focusing on the list of horror titles recommended by a vendor to a 
specific library, librarians focusing on collection development and/or readers’ advisory 
services should work together and take time to determine whether or not these titles 
contain the elements that most appeal to their particular horror-reading patron population. 
In addition to understanding what their patron population wants in horror novels, 
libraries need to know where they can find these works. More and more frequently, 
popular horror authors and titles are being published by small or independent presses 
(Spratford, 2018). Determining whether or not the vendor being used for primary 
selection activities has access to these titles can be important when determining what 
titles should be selected from these vendor lists. Understanding in advance that vendors 
may not have access to titles published by some of these small presses may help 
collection development librarians understand and budget for acquiring some of these 
titles outside of working with a vendor. 
Another element to developing horror fiction collections that libraries should take 
note of is author representation. As noted earlier, the publishing industry has been putting 
out more and more works by diverse and underrepresented authors (Van Fleet, 2003; 
Johnson, Koss & Martinez, 2017) and this boom has extended to popular fiction (Van 
Fleet, 2003). Consequently, there are several works in the horror fiction genre written by 
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diverse authors. With that in mind, looking at our current collection development policies 
and readers’ advisory services may help us realize whether or not these horror works are 
being represented in our collections as well as their circulation statistics. 
Diverse Collections and Diverse Collection Development Practices. Although 
some books are considered popular or classics or are for some reason highly acclaimed, 
this does not meant that they inherently connect with all readers. As teacher Latrise 
Johnson states in her blog post “Students Don’t Need Diverse Literature Just Because It’s 
Diverse” for the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE), works such as The 
Great Gatsby, Of Mice and Men, and To Kill a Mockingbird may be fantastic works and 
stories but “they do very little when it comes to inspiring the lives of youths of color. Nor 
do these texts reflect the lived experiences of the students who attend the school” 
(Johnson, 2016). These reflections allow individuals to see themselves in works in ways 
that help them to relate and interact with the text and to potentially grow from this 
process (Johnson, Koss, & Martinez, 2017), even if their original intention was just to 
engage in pleasure reading. As works by and about people of color appear to have 
become increasingly available through the publishing industry (Van Fleet, 2003; Johnson, 
Koss, & Martinez, 2017), librarians should be actively assessing and searching for works 
by and about diverse or underrepresented individuals (including—but not limited to—
people of color, LGBTQ+ individuals, and individuals with disabilities) to include in 
their popular fiction collections.  
While much research regarding diversity in library collections focuses on children 
or youth literature (Shaffer, 2007; Williams & Deyoe, 2014; Johnson, 2015; Warsinske, 
2016), representation is important in all aspects of a library’s collection. As Abby 
Johnson stated in the March/April 2015 issue of American Libraries Magazine, “diverse 
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books reflect the varied experiences of people around the world, including people of 
color, people with disabilities, people with a variety of religious beliefs, and people on 
the GLBTQ spectrum” (82). However, to identify and address diversity in any sort of 
library collection, first the individual or individuals performing the collection assessment 
need to identify what diversity means to them in terms of their assessment (Ciszek & 
Young, 2010). Thus, while some measures of diversity focus specifically on issues such 
as race, others may focus on different aspects of diversity, such as sexual orientation or 
gender identity. By defining how diversity in a collection is to be assessed, this allows the 
assessor(s) to develop a frame through which to evaluate a collection (Ciszek & Young, 
2010). By searching for specific aspects either in terms of author or character 
characteristics when evaluating their collections, individuals may then apply this frame 
when performing other library duties, such as collection development (Johnson, 2015). 
Lea Bailey (2009) illustrates how developing such a frame may be accomplished by 
stressing the importance of using standards addressing “diverse needs, multicultural 
community, and learning differences” (p. 20) when performing collection development 
tasks or collection assessment. Similarly, Shaffer’s (2007) perspective on the 
underrepresentation of Native American literature in library collections illustrates the 
importance of developing standards when deciding how to select works for inclusion. 
Whether standards are formed from formalized reference works or more informal sources 
of information (as in the form of researched blog posts that are attempting to address 
important current issues and practices that published academic literature has yet to 
discuss), they are important to keep in mind when collecting works and assessing library 
collections for horror works by diverse authors. As previously discussed, these works can 
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highlight important aspects of intersectional identity that other works in the genre do not 
and may consequently be appealing to library patrons.  
Keeping in mind the importance of female horror authors of color as a frame is 
also beneficial to developing a more representative horror fiction collection. The 
predominate idea of the typical horror author is white and male, and many white and 
male horror authors have wider name recognition than their more diverse peers. Women 
of color appear to be rendered more invisible as horror authors than the white female 
authors and male authors of color in part because of the biases entangled with their 
intersectional identities that make their works so important and accessible (Brooks, 
2018). When specifically keeping in mind women of color as horror authors, however, 
individuals engaging in collection development and assessment are more likely to notice 
the gaps in their collections that have been affected by implicit biases regarding who 
writes horror, rendering these insidious invisible biases visible and establishing a starting 
point for areas in which collections may be improved. Thus, establishing a frame when 
assessing and developing horror fiction collections may be important for ensuring a 
diverse representation of horror fiction authors. 
Collection Assessment. When we are assessing our individual collections, 
Morrisey warns us to make sure that certain subjects in a collection are not “taking on too 
narrow a slant,” (2008, p. 167) meaning that a particular subset of an overall subject is 
not being overrepresented at the expense of the rest of the subject. Although Morrisey is 
particularly referring to academic collection development librarians’ need to avoid over-
selecting on topics that meet their own research interests, this advice to avoid selecting in 
a manner that produces an overly narrow focus on a particular area can be useful in 
framing collection assessment for horror genre fiction in public libraries. Collections that 
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predominately feature works by white, male horror authors—the stereotypical picture of 
the horror novelist—have taken on an exceptionally narrow slant in terms of author 
demographics. Because of this, there is an importance to assessing a collection by 
searching for female authors, and particularly for female authors of color, in order to see 
if they are being represented at all. After all, it can safely be assumed based on the 
popularity and selling power of authors like Stephen King and Dean Koontz that a public 
library will have collected at least some (if not several) of their books and have them still 
in circulation. As female authors seem to be less visible in the horror fiction genre, it is 
less of a certainty that they will have been selected by a library. Consequently, a library 
wanting to assess the breadth of its horror collection may more easily begin this process 
by searching the existing collection for the presence of works by female horror authors. 
Although this is just an initial part of the collection assessment process, doing so will 
allow a library to see if they are inadequately selecting or completely missing an entire 
subset of authors in the horror genre, contributing to the narrowness of the collection. 
Conclusion 
  As shown, women have been writing horror fiction since the genre’s conception 
(Tuttle, 1990) and have impacted the evolution of the genre through their writing. 
Importantly, these works can be a cathartic experience for both the writers and the 
readers and these works provide unique points of view and experiences to the horror 
fiction genre. However, the horror genre itself poses several problems for collection 
development and readers’ advisory services. When these problems are compounded by 
the constructed invisibility of female horror authors and particularly female horror 
authors of color through biases regarding who writes horror (Tuttle, 1990), then library 
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horror fiction collections may unintentionally be representing only a small segment of 
horror authors. 
 Representation of authors with various points of view should be a library’s goal in 
all of its collections for a variety of reasons, not the least of which is that these unique 
lived experiences when placed into writing may greatly affect and resonate with readers 
(Johnson, 2016). As a response to this, best practices can be gleaned regarding how 
libraries can assess their collections for diversity (Bailey, 2009), select diverse works for 
collection inclusion (Shaffer, 2007), and promote works featuring diversity in library 
services such as readers’ advisory (Johnson, 2015). However, the horror genre may be 
overlooked in these efforts. This is more than likely both based on biased perceptions of 
who is writing in the genre and due to our own reticence as librarians with surveying the 
genre (Saricks, 2015)2. Our own unfamiliarity with the horror fiction genre and its history 
of female authors could be hampering the genre’s representation in our collections. 
 The potential that through our own actions or biases we could be 
underrepresenting female horror authors should disturb us at least on a professional level 
as we should strive for representation in our collections. This means that despite any 
personal feelings an individual has toward the horror genre, librarians who are selecting, 
recommending, and assessing horror fiction collections should be keeping diversity and 
representation in mind as they perform these tasks. The implications of not doing so 
become astoundingly important when we view the role that libraries have not only as 
information organizations but also as cultural institutions.  
                                               
2 In fact, the website NoveList ranked horror as the fourth “most feared” genre for 
librarians, particularly those engaging in readers’ advisory services (Saricks, 2015). 
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 In their role as cultural institutions, libraries have the power to influence what 
works are present in individuals’ shared sociocultural memories in addition to what 
works are considered canonical for their respective genres. Several researchers support 
this notion of the library as a repository of our cultural history, with Buchsbaum (2009) 
and Kupfer (2008) identifying the library’s role as an institution in helping influence and 
support the canon particularly through collecting certain works and emphasizing their 
focus either on the shelves or in such services as book clubs. While Karass (2006/2007) 
acknowledges that not all works in the library will be canonical, he recognizes the role of 
library collections in “[preserving] cultural memory and [capturing] the essence and 
history of man’s intellectual achievements” (p. 119). Karass (2006/2007) further 
exemplifies the importance of collection development in determining canonical works 
when he states “if a work in the collected knowledge realm supports the aesthetic or 
intellectual values embedded in the canon, and is acknowledged as canon-worthy by the 
community that serves as the assessor of the canon, it can be included in the canon” (p. 
123). An important element of this definition for how works become canonical is the fact 
that the material needs to be collected, a sentiment echoed by Buchsbaum (2009). In fact, 
she goes so far as to state that, “there may be materials that are falling by the wayside 
now that could have become very important to the culture in the future if they had been 
collected and preserved in the nation’s research libraries” (Buchsbaum, 2009, p. 5). This 
statement denotes the power of librarians working in collection development to influence 
our cultural memories for years to come. However, collecting an item at one point in time 
is not enough for an item to remain in a particular canon. Canons shift over time (Karass, 
2006/2007; Buchsbaum, 2009) in part in response to what materials are represented in 
our collective cultural knowledge repositories. In this sense, the works that are 
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represented in our libraries are the ones that may ultimately be considered canonical, but 
this can only occur if they also remain in our libraries. 
 It is inevitable that some materials will be deaccessioned from our collections, 
but this practice of removing certain works from our collections becomes problematic 
when these removed works include groups of authors who are already underrepresented 
in the canon, in genres, and in our libraries. Of course, this practice may not be done 
explicitly or consciously and works by these groups of authors may be removed based on 
such common practices such as circulation metrics. However, when we are looking at the 
potential for such a trend as the removal of the majority of members from particular 
groups of authors from our collections and consequently our canons, we need to be 
questioning how our own services have affected this. For example, have we been 
adequately marketing these works, placing them prominently on our shelves, and 
recommending them to our patrons regularly in our readers’ advisory services? Or have 
we been treating these works as niche or inconsequential and been devoting most of our 
energies to already well-known and well-represented groups of authors? 
To illustrate how this could play out in the horror genre, consider this synthesis of 
the literature. There exists a stereotype that women, and particularly women of color, do 
not write horror fiction. Libraries may actually aid in this false perception by a) not 
collecting works (either now or in the past) written by female horror authors and b) not 
retaining works by female horror authors in their collections. Even if libraries do begin 
by collecting these works by female horror authors but then soon remove them from their 
collection and continue with this pattern, then we can see a systematic purging of this 
group of authors. This becomes problematic canonically as these works slip from our 
shared knowledge, making them less likely to be remembered and canonized despite the 
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potential of the works’ quality or the authors’ mastery of the genre. Furthermore, the 
absence of female horror author from past decades from our collections, even when 
juxtaposed with few current works by female horror authors, feeds into the stereotype 
that women do not write horror or in the past have not written significant works of horror 
fiction. For these reasons, it is important to consider the impact that women have had in 
the horror fiction genre and to examine our collection development policies—keeping in 
mind the importance of diversity in collection development and the factors affecting 
collection development in horror fiction. This will allow us to honestly and accurately 
assess our libraries’ collections to determine whether or not our libraries are representing 
works by female horror authors in these collections. 
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Methods 
General Methods, List Formation, and Justifications
As the proposed study’s overarching research question of whether or not libraries 
are collecting works written by female horror authors (and, particularly, female horror 
authors of color) relies heavily on collection assessment, the method of list-checking was 
implemented. List-checking is a commonly used method for analyzing the strengths and 
weaknesses of a particular library’s collection or to compare and assess the collection 
holdings of a group of libraries (Comer, 1981; Lundin, 1989; Torres, 2017). This method 
can be considered particularly useful when attempting to evaluate a collection based on 
specialized topics (Lundin, 1989; Willis, 2004). For example, Willis (2004) utilized list-
checking when examining whether or not Historically Black Colleges and Universities 
(HCBUs) were collecting materials in the field of LGBTQ+ studies. As female horror 
authors and their works represent a specific part of a library’s collection, list-checking is 
a viable method for examining the current research question. 
Of particular importance when conducting a list-checking study is the list or lists 
used (Comer, 1981; Lundin, 1989). Typically, these lists are supposed to be authoritative 
in some manner (Comer, 1981), and the use of multiple lists is supposed to increase the 
trustworthiness of the list-checking process (Comer, 1981; Lundin, 1989). However, it 
should also be noted that lists are human constructions that exhibit the biases of their 
creator(s) and may become quickly outdated (Comer, 1981; Lundin, 1989). Furthermore, 
certain lists that are considered authoritative may be discontinued, necessitating the use 
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of other lists or a compilation of lists. Torres (2017) illustrated this is a collection 
assessment of medical libraries in the Philippines when the author noted that the primary 
authority for core medical texts, the Brandon/Hill list, was no longer being updated, 
causing the author to use another more recent list. Comer lists the basic types of standard 
authoritative lists used to include “catalogs of specialized library collections, guides to 
the literature, definitive bibliographies of major authors, and lists prepared by federal, 
regional, state, or local authorities” (1981, p. 28) while noting that not all subject areas 
have one or more definitive lists. This means that for these subjects, it can be acceptable 
for an individual performing a list-checking study to aggregate resources to compile an 
ad-hoc list (Comer, 1981).  
As no one definitive list exists of female horror authors and their complete works, 
an analysis of multiple lists of horror authors primarily taken from reader’s advisory 
materials on the horror genre was undertaken for this study with appropriate measures 
taken to make the list as comprehensive as possible for the scope of this project. As not 
all of the sources consulted for the compilation of my list are considered scholarly, I have 
specifically included all of the resources I used to find female horror authors in Appendix 
A. This inclusion will allow others to draw upon my own sources so that they can 
replicate my methods for compiling this list if they wish. My method for consulting these 
works was as follows. First, I scanned the general content including the indexes, charts, 
and lists throughout the work to locate the names of female horror authors. If I was not 
certain that an author was female, I searched the web for a biography of that author to 
determine if they should be included on my list. If a biography could not be found, then 
the author was not included. For the purpose of scope, individuals who are known 
primarily for their work as editors or anthologists (e.g. Ellen Datlow) were not included. 
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Only those individuals who have created original works were included for analysis. 
When an author was identified, her name was recorded on my master list. If the author 
was considered a horror author by the listed source based on one work that the author had 
written, I included the name of this work in the sample. For example, N.K. Jemisin is 
well-known as a science fiction and fantasy writer, but was included as a horror author in 
Saulson’s (2014) work 60 Black Women Writing Horror based on her authorship of The 
Killing Moon. Although Saulson considered Jemisin’s contribution to the horror genre 
through this work to be important, it is important to note that Jemisin’s other popular 
works, such as The Fifth Season, are not considered horror. Consequently, inclusion of 
her works other than The Killing Moon do not add to the library’s horror collection. Thus, 
it was important to note the individual title of the work in a separate column for 
reference. I did not exclude these authors who had written only one book predominately 
in this genre as, though they might be better known for writing outside of horror, their 
contributions to horror fiction were still considered important enough for my sources to 
list them. Furthermore, this inclusion can make my overall methods for aggregating this 
list more transparent. My completed list has been included in Appendix B. 
In order to gather data for my secondary objective that focuses specifically on the 
representation of female horror authors of color, works by female authors of color have 
been identified on my list so that their inclusion in these library collections may also be 
analyzed independently of those works written by white female authors. Whether or not 
an author is considered a person of color has been identified based on the author’s 
identification in the reference work she was found in or based on biographical 
information about the author. 
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Sampling 
In order to most fairly compare holdings, a purposive sample of five large public 
libraries of similar collection budgets and sizes (in terms of collection budget and patron 
population) located in North Carolina was selected. The five libraries included in my 
sample were chosen based off the data provided in the IMLS’s “FY 2016 Public Library 
Survey (PLS).” This dataset was selected as it contains granular data regarding each 
library’s collection expenditures, branch libraries (if any), and population size. This 
survey data counts an entire library system (i.e., the combination of all branch and central 
libraries) as a “library.” I wanted to compare the main/central libraries of a library system 
in part because although works are technically available to all members of a library 
system, a work may not be easily or quickly accessible for all library system patrons. 
Consequently, I decided to manipulate the data in order to determine the average 
population and collection budget for individual libraries within the listed library systems. 
This was determined by adding the number of central libraries to the number of branch 
libraries to achieve a number of total libraries within a listed library system. I then 
divided the total population and collection budget by the total number of libraries within 
a library system to obtain an average for a “typical” library’s collection budget and 
service population within the library system. These data could then be compared to 
determine which library systems had “typical” libraries that were most similar in terms of 
first collection budget and then population size. I then grouped these averages first 
according to their quartile ranking for collection budget, with those libraries having the 
highest average collection budget placed at the top of the list. I then determined which 
libraries of this quartile range were also of the highest quartile range for average 
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population. Of the total of 81 library systems in North Carolina that were included in the 
PLS (2016) survey, 15 libraries were in the first-quartile for both of these measures in the 
dataset. Of these 15 libraries, 1 was excluded for not having a “main” or “central” library 
designated within the branch libraries. To select my sample of 5 from the libraries 
remaining, I utilized a random number generator to select a random sample. The five 
libraries that were generated from this search were: the Mooresville Public Library; the 
Chapel Hill Public Library; the Charlotte Mecklenberg Library Main Branch; the 
Transylvania County Library; and the Cabarrus County Library, Concord Branch (which 
is identified as the library system’s main branch). 
Data Collection 
When following the standard practices associated with list checking methodology, 
data is collected by comparing the use of one or several lists, either already developed or 
aggregated specifically for the topic at hand (Comer, 1981; Lundin, 1989). Overall, list-
checking entails the examination of a single library’s or group of libraries’ holdings in 
terms of percentages (Comer, 1981; Lundin, 1989). The higher the percentage of works 
contained in a library’s collection when compared to the list, the more comprehensive 
that library’s collection is supposed to be (Comer, 1981). Thus, list-checking the 
collections of libraries of similar size and collection budgets is an insightful way of 
determining whether or not female horror authors are being represented in public libraries 
at any significant level and to compare various libraries’ holdings of these authors.  
Once I had selected five similar libraries for my sample, I followed an adapted 
form of standard list-checking procedures to compare sample libraries against the 
measure I created that listed several female horror authors recommended by a variety of 
sources. I searched for each author on each library’s website, making sure if the library 
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was part of a larger library system to limit search results to only those items available at 
the main library in the system. If a library did not hold any works by this author, then I 
placed a 0 in the author’s row under that library’s column. If the library held at least one 
single work that could be classified as horror by the author I was searching for, then I 
placed a 1 in the author’s row under the library’s column. If an author was represented in 
the library’s online catalog but the works represented in the catalog were not the selected 
author’s horror works then a 2 was placed in the author’s row under the library’s column. 
During the course of gathering this data, I noticed that while Caroline Blackwood (one of 
the authors originally included in my list) was represented in library collections none of 
her works were horror. Consequently, I relooked at her body of work and noticed that 
none of her works that I could find could be considered horror. Consequently, I removed 
her from my list and did not include her in analysis.  
Data Analysis 
 My plan for data analysis was to first collect descriptive statistics for the data 
using crosstabs. This allowed me to compare frequencies in terms of percentages. Using 
percentages to analyze a collection’s held titles is considered common for studies using 
list-checking (Lotlikar, 1997; Torres, 2017; Voorbij & Lemmen, 2006; Willis, 2004). In 
Lotlikar’s (1997) assessment of the Gasner Library’s political science collection, the 
initial assessment of whether or not the library was holding core subject titles was 
examined in the form of percentages held by the library in comparison to core titles not 
held by the library. Willis (2004) broke down the percentages of LGBTQ+ titles held in 
HBCU libraries according to percentages from each list used—including an analysis of 
the percentages of Stonewall Book Award titles held in each library—in order to 
determine whether or not an adequate collection in terms of quantity and quality was 
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being built for student use. Voorbij and Lemmen’s (2006) assessment of the National 
Library of the Netherlands’ deposit collection used percentages of books with ISBNs held 
by the collection to determine if publishers were voluntarily complying with the request 
to give the collection one copy of each of their published works. Torres (2017) used 
match, near-match, and non-match percentages to assess whether or not medical libraries 
in the Philippines were staffing core basic sciences and clinical medicine monographs. 
The literature of list-checking studies illustrates that calculating these percentages of 
titles held and not-held can illustrate a collection’s gaps and strengths, and consequently 
is an appropriate data analysis technique for the current study. Finally, I tested for 
statistical significance for general author representation and diverse author representation 
using goodness of fit and chi-square tests. Both of these tests are appropriate for 
analyzing categorical data, and consequently were the best type of tests for the data I had 
collected. 
Before beginning the data analysis process, I exported my data from my 
spreadsheet into SPSS. From that point, I also recoded the variables pertaining to the 
libraries in my sample into two other different variables. In the first recoding, I wanted to 
specifically focus on whether or not the authors on my list were actually being 
represented as horror authors. Consequently, I recoded any data coded as 2 (indicating in 
the original variable that only an author’s non-horror works were represented in a 
library’s collection) into 0, while data initially coded as 1 (indicating in the original 
variable that the author’s horror works were represented in a library collection) was 
coded back into 1 and data initially coded as 0 (indicating in the original variable that the 
author’s horror works were not represented in a library collection) was coded back into 0. 
The resulting new variables demonstrate whether or not the libraries represented the 
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horror works written by the authors in my list by coding them as 1 (representation of 
horror works) or 0 (no representation of horror works). This variable is much more 
stringent in terms of quantitatively indicating whether or not authors are represented. 
Because of this, I also recoded the initial variables into a third iteration that focused more 
generally on author representation. In this variable, if an author was at all represented in a 
library’s collection, then data originally coded as 2 was recoded into 1, while data 
originally coded as 0 were continued to be coded as 0 and data originally coded as 1 were 
continued to be coded as 1. The resulting variable is less quantitatively stringent on 
author representation, with data coded as 0 demonstrating that an author was not 
represented in a library’s collection and data coded as 1 demonstrating that an author was 
represented in a library’s collection, regardless of whether or not the works were 
considered horror. When running analysis, the original variable and the variable resulting 
from second recoding were only used for descriptive data. More advanced data analysis 
was conducted using the variable resulting from the first recoding.  
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Results
In terms of descriptive data, 288 authors were checked against the holdings at five 
different libraries. For all reported descriptive statistics, frequency tables were calculated. 
Granular data for each library of the original variable coding (i.e., Coding Scheme 1) is 
presented in Table One. Per the original coding, 55.3% of the data was coded as not 
represented, which can be interpreted as meaning that across the total sample 55.3% of 
authors on my list were not represented in any way on the library catalog. Thirty-four and 
9/10ths of a percent of the data was coded as represented, indicating that across the 
sample 34.9% of the authors on my list had horror works that were represented in library 
catalogs. Nine and 7/10ths of a percent of the data was coded as “non-horror works 
represented,” indicating that 9.7% of authors were represented, but only their non-horror 
works showed up in one or more library catalogs.  
Descriptive statistics was also calculated for the first recoding of the original data 
(i.e., Coding Scheme 2). Granular data depicting holdings and specifics for individual 
libraries have been included in Table Two. Once again, the coding for this variable had a 
stricter inclusion criteria for defining author representation as a library could only be 
considered as having represented an author if that library included at least one of the 
author’s horror works. According to this coding scheme, 65.1% of the total data was 
coded as “Not Represented,” which can be interpreted as meaning that 65.1% of the 
authors were not represented as horror authors (i.e., they either were not represented at all 
in a library catalog or were only by non-horror works) across the entire sample. Thirty-
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four and 9/10th of a percent of the data was coded as represented, which indicates that 
34.9% of the female horror authors had at least one of their horror novels represented in 
at least one library in this sample. 
Descriptive statistics for the second recoding of the original data (i.e., Coding 
Scheme 3) were calculated, and granular data illustrating library holdings have been 
included in Table Three. This recoding was more inclusive in terms of showing whether 
or not authors themselves are represented, although it does not adequately show if the 
authors are being represented as horror authors. With this coding scheme, 55.3% of the 
data was categorized as “Not Represented,” indicating that 55.3% of the authors were not 
represented in any way across the library catalogs. Forty-four and 4/10th of a percent were 
coded as “Represented,” indicating that 44.7% of the authors were represented in some 
manner across all library catalogs. 
  
  
 
   
 
Table 1 
Author Representation in Libraries by Coding Scheme One 
 
 
Chapel 
Hill Public 
Library 
Charlotte 
Mecklenberg 
Public Library 
(Main Branch) 
Mooresville 
Public 
Library 
Transylvania 
County Public 
Library 
Cabarrus County 
Public Library 
(Concord Branch) 
Totals 
Not Represented 
Percent (out of column 
totals) 
157 
54.5% 
135 
46.9% 
136 
47.2% 
166 
57.6% 
203 
70.5% 
797 
55.4% 
Represented 
Percent (out of column 
totals) 
119 
41.3% 
120 
41.7% 
118 
41.0% 
86 
29.9% 
60 
20.8% 
503 
34.9% 
Represented 
Non-Horror Works Only 
Percent (out of column 
totals) 
12 
4.2% 
33 
11.5% 
34 
11.8% 
36 
12.5% 
25 
8.7% 
140 
9.7% 
Totals 288 288 288 288 288 1440 
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Table 2 
Author Representation in Libraries by Coding Scheme 2 
 
 
Chapel 
Hill Public 
Library 
Charlotte 
Mecklenberg 
Public Library 
(Main Branch) 
Mooresville 
Public 
Library 
Transylvania 
County Public 
Library 
Cabarrus County 
Public Library 
(Concord Branch) 
Totals 
Not Represented 
Percent (out of 
column totals) 
169 
58.7% 
168 
58.3% 
170 
59.0% 
202 
70.1% 
228 
79.2% 
937 
65.1% 
Represented 
Percent (out of 
column totals) 
119 
41.3% 
129 
41.7% 
118 
41.0% 
86 
29.9% 
60 
20.8% 
503 
34.9% 
Totals 288 288 288 288 288 1440 
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Table 3 
Author Representation in Libraries by Coding Scheme 3 
 
 
Chapel 
Hill Public 
Library 
Charlotte 
Mecklenberg 
Public Library 
(Main Branch) 
Mooresville 
Public 
Library 
Transylvania County 
Public Library 
Cabarrus County 
Public Library 
(Concord Branch) 
Totals 
Not Represented 
Percent (out of 
column totals) 
157 
54.5% 
135 
46.9% 
136 
47.2% 
166 
57.6% 
203 
70.5% 
797 
55.3% 
Represented 
Percent (out of 
column totals) 
131 
45.5% 
153 
53.1% 
152 
52.8% 
122 
42.4% 
85 
29.5% 
643 
44.7% 
Totals 288 288 288 288 288 1440 
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Although I had originally planned to run descriptive statistics on author diversity 
by excluding non-diverse authors from these analyses, I found that running statistics 
including non-diverse authors allowed me to better compare how diverse authors were 
represented in relation to how non-diverse authors were represented. The following 
statistics were calculated based on the first recoding variable, which is the most stringent 
set of library variables in terms of author inclusion. Overall, the total sample comprised 
71.9% of non-diverse authors and 28.1% of diverse authors. Non-diverse authors were 
represented across the sample at a rate of 38.4%, while diverse authors were represented 
across the sample at a rate of 26.2%. Non-diverse authors were excluded from library 
catalogs across the sample at a rate of 61.6% while diverse authors were excluded from 
library catalogs across the sample at a rate of 73.8%.  
 While these general statistics demonstrate that diverse authors were less likely to 
be represented and more likely to be excluded from library catalogs across the sample, 
the data for the individual libraries included in the sample more clearly illustrated the 
differences in diverse vs. non-diverse author representation and whether or not these 
differences were statistically significant. Once again, these analyses were conducted 
using the variables calculated from the first recoding of the original data. At the Chapel 
Hill Public Library, 56.5% (n = 117) of non-diverse authors were not represented in the 
library catalog, while 64.2% (n = 52) of diverse authors were not represented. In terms of 
authors who were represented, 43.5% (n = 90) of non-diverse authors were included in 
the library catalog, while 35.8% (n = 29) of diverse authors were represented. Chi-square 
analysis comparing expected and actual counts were calculated, and the differences 
between diverse and non-diverse author representation at the Chapel Hill Public Library 
did not reach statistical significance (p = .234). However, an examination of these 
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numbers shows that in general diverse authors were less likely to be represented and 
more likely to be excluded from the library catalog even though these differences did not 
reach the level of statistical significance. 
 At the Charlotte Mecklenberg Public Library’s Main Branch, 53.1% (n = 110) of 
non-diverse authors were excluded from the library catalog, while 71.6% (n = 58) of 
diverse authors were excluded. Non-diverse authors were represented in the library 
catalog at a rate of 46.9% (n = 97), while diverse authors were represented at a rate of 
28.4% (n = 23). Chi-Square analyses demonstrated that the differences in diverse and 
non-diverse author representation was statistically significant (p = .004). This shows that 
diverse authors are less likely to be represented and more likely to be excluded from the 
catalog of the Charlotte Mecklenberg Library Main Branch than non-diverse authors. 
 At the Mooresville Public Library, 53.6% (n = 111) of non-diverse authors were 
excluded from the library catalog, while 72.8% (n = 59) of diverse authors were excluded 
from the library catalog. In terms of authors who were included in the library catalog, 
46.4% (n = 96) of non-diverse authors were represented, while 27.2% (n = 22) of diverse 
authors were represented. According to chi-square analysis, these differences were 
statistically significant (p = .003).  This shows that diverse authors are less likely to be 
represented and more likely to be excluded from the catalog of the Mooresville Public 
Library than non-diverse authors. 
 At the Transylvania County Public Library, 66.7% (n = 138) of non-diverse 
authors were excluded from the library catalog while 79.0% (n = 64) of diverse authors 
were excluded from the library catalog. Non-diverse authors were included in the library 
catalog at a rate of 33.3% (n = 69), while diverse authors were included at a rate of 21.0% 
(n = 17). Chi-square analyses demonstrated that these differences were statistically 
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significant (p = .040). This shows that diverse authors were less likely to be represented 
and more likely to be excluded from the catalog of the Transylvania County Public 
Library than non-diverse authors. 
 At the Cabarrus Public Library’s Concord Branch, 78.3% (n = 162) of non-
diverse authors were not represented in the library catalog while 81.5% (n = 66) of 
diverse authors were not represented. Non-diverse authors were represented in the library 
catalog at a rate of 21.7% (n = 45) while diverse authors were represented at a rate of 
18.5% (n = 15). Chi-square analysis did not demonstrate a statistical significance (p = 
.545) between the representation of diverse and non-diverse authors in their 
inclusion/exclusion from the Cabarrus Public Library’s Concord Branch.  
 In order to test to see if there were statistically significant differences between the 
percentages of works that were represented and not represented, I ran multiple chi-square 
analyses using the variables created from the first recoding of the original data for each 
library’s holdings. All analyses reached statistical significance. At the Chapel Hill Public 
Library, 58.7% (n = 169) of authors were not represented and 41.3% (n = 119) were 
represented. These differences were statistically significant (p = .003). At the Charlotte 
Mecklenberg Public Library’s Main Branch, 58.3% (n = 168) authors were not 
represented and 41.7% (n = 120) were represented—a difference that is also statistically 
significant (p = .005). At the Mooresville Public Library, 59.0% (n = 170) of authors 
were not represented in the library catalog and 41.0% (n = 118) were represented. This 
difference was statistically significant (p = .002). At the Transylvania Public Library, 
70.1% (n = 202) of authors were not represented in the library catalog and 29.9% (n = 
86), a difference in representation that was statistically significant (p = 000). Lastly, at 
the Cabarrus County Public Library’s Concord Branch, 79.2% (n = 228) of authors were 
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not represented and 20.8% (n = 60) of authors were represented. This difference was also 
statistically significant (p = .000). 
 All of these tests demonstrated that there was a significant difference in the 
number of horror authors on my list represented and the number of horror authors on my 
list excluded from these libraries’ catalogs. Further examining the directions in which 
these interactions occur using the granular data for each individual library shows that 
more authors on my list were not represented than those that were represented. In 
addition to this, the Charlotte Mecklenberg Public Library’s Main Branch, the 
Mooresville Public Library, and the Transylvania Public Library all had statistically 
significant differences in representation between diverse and non-diverse authors, with 
diverse authors being less likely to be represented and more likely to be excluded in these 
libraries’ catalogs. The Chapel Hill Public Library and the Cabarrus County Public 
Library’s Concord Branch also did represent fewer diverse authors and excluded diverse 
authors more in their library catalogs than they did non-diverse authors; however, these 
differences did not reach statistical significance. 
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Discussion 
 Overall, my results indicate that female horror authors in general are not being 
well represented in library settings and that female authors of color are being represented 
at even lower rates than their white counterparts. Furthermore, all of these authors were 
more likely to be excluded from a library catalog than they were likely to be represented, 
with this difference appearing most apparent for female authors of color. Of the two 
libraries whose representation and exclusion rates between diverse and non-diverse 
authors did not reach statistical significance (i.e., Chapel Hill Public and the Cabarrus 
Public Library’s Concord Branch), it is important to note that both still were more likely 
to exclude and less likely to represent diverse authors in their library catalogs. It also is 
important to note that no statistical significance may have been found in these specific 
tests at the Cabarrus Public Library’s Concord Branch as this specific library had the 
highest overall author exclusion rate within the entire sample across the data run from all 
three coding schemes.
 With that said, while collecting data I recognized several factors and observations 
that might have affected representation or that seemed to be generally important 
considerations when interpreting my results and how these factors could be used to 
influence future research. A discussion regarding limitations to the current research and 
recommendations about ways in which libraries may improve their collections, including 
suggestions regarding specific authors and works that could be included to improve 
representation in their horror collections. I feel the need to note that the following 
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discussions do primarily focus on what I observed while gathering data regarding the 
authors who were included in my sample as few granular observations can be made about 
authors and their works who were not present. This is not meant to negate the importance 
of these authors’ exclusion from library catalogs, as that large void speaks volumes 
regarding how libraries are not adequately representing female horror authors. However, 
if an author was not present, then I could not take note of any additional information 
about how her work was presented to potential readers other than her general absence. 
Genre, Subgenres, and Cataloging 
 While all of the authors on my list have written at least one horror work 
important enough to have had at least one of my list’s sources name them, many authors 
write in multiple genres or write works that seem to be genre-blends. With this in mind, I 
had to pay particular attention when gathering my data to whether or not an author 
represented in a library catalog had at least one horror work represented. To do this, I 
examined the subject headings associated with various works to see if the work was 
explicitly categorized as horror or if there were subject headings applied to the work that 
were typically associated with horror novels (e.g., “ghost stories,” “haunted houses,” 
“demonology,” etc.). As I examined this, I began to notice that even works that were 
explicitly considered horror works (or at least horror-blends) by my sources sometimes 
did not include any specific genre subject headings that would identify it as a horror 
work. Instead, genre subject headings like fantasy/dark fantasy, science fiction, and 
thriller/suspense were combined with plot-style subject headings like “ghost story” or 
“haunted houses” while any genre-explicit subject headings that would identify the work 
as horror were omitted. Other works included little to no cataloging subject headings, 
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forcing me to examine other websites (such as Goodreads and Amazon) to determine if 
the works were horror or not.  
Naturally, this was not the case with every horror work, and some libraries 
appeared to be much more consistent in applying subject headings than others. However, 
I feel that this observation is important to note as it could directly affect female authors’ 
representation both in library catalogs and in the broader sense of the horror canon. If the 
perception is that women don’t write horror so the works included in the catalog cannot 
technically be labelled as “horror,” this perceived lack of representation further reinforces 
that incorrect perception. On the other hand, libraries may be trying to catalog the works 
that did include subject headings in a manner that would allow readers to more easily 
access works that they could enjoy. Consequently, if most of their patrons gravitate 
toward works that are fantasy, science fiction, and thrillers, then they may be simply 
trying to apply subject headings that would list these works the most and improve their 
chances of being circulated. While trying to make these works known to a broader 
audience is certainly admirable, not applying additional subject headings that recognize 
works’ horror roots is a failure to adequately represent the horror genre and the depth and 
breadth that these female authors are adding to the genre as a whole. 
Stoker Award Winners 
As I was gathering data regarding which authors were held by various libraries, I 
noticed that Linda Addison, the first female African American woman to win the Bram 
Stoker Award for Poetry (and who currently holds multiple Stoker awards and several 
nominations among her accolades), was not represented in any library in my sample. As a 
best practice in collection development is to try to at least represent a few works that have 
won or were nominated for awards and the Stoker Awards are the most prominent awards 
  
52 
 
for horror works, I was surprised that Linda Addison’s works were not held by any of the 
libraries in my sample. Curious as to how well other female Stoker Award winners and 
nominees were represented, I looked into the history of the Stoker Awards (openly 
accessible online at http://horror.org/past-award-nominees-winners/#1987) to create yet 
another list representing all female winners and nominees and compared this list to that of 
the authors on my original list. While checking to see which authors who were nominated 
or won a Stoker award were represented on my list, I noticed that my own original list of 
authors did not list all of the nominees and winners—even some of those authors who 
had been nominated or won multiple times. While my original list was certainly not 
perfect and I realistically knew that it did not list every possible female horror author, my 
combination of sources covered “classic” works recommended for collection by older 
library reference works, authors recommended through multiple readers’ advisory texts, 
and authors recommended through blog posts. My resulting list covered several “classic,” 
new, and indie authors writing in the genre, and yet all of these recommendations and 
lists that I compiled still left out several key award-winning female authors. Furthermore, 
a basic comparison of the authors who were both on my list and were Stoker Award 
winners demonstrated that representation of these award-winners was scattered at best. 
 In addition to Linda Addison not being represented in any library in my sample, 
other Stoker award winning authors who were not at all represented included Diana 
Barron, Anne Billson, P.D. Cacek, Lisa Cantrell, Suzy McKee Charnas, Sandy DeLuca, 
Fran Friel, Michelle Garza, Sephera Giron, Angeline Hawkes, Charlee Jacob, Tina Jens, 
Kate Jonez, Melissa Lason, Lisa Mannetti, Mary Ann Mitchell, Barbara Roden, Lucy 
Taylor, and Kaaron Warren. Thus, out of the 54 Stoker Award winning or nominated 
authors on my list, 20 authors were not represented in any way in any library according to 
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my original coding scheme. Four more of these nominees and winners (Lisa Tuttle, Mary 
SanGiovanni, Kathe Koja, and Elizabeth Engstrom) were not represented in any library 
as horror authors, meaning that only their work from other genres were represented. Of 
these 54 Stoker award-winning or nominated authors, only 7 (Cat Winters, Anne Rice, 
Sarah Pinborough, Joyce Carol Oates, Kelly Link, Tananarive Due, and Libba Bray) had 
at least one horror work held in every library in my sample. The remaining 23 authors 
had varying levels of representation of horror works, representation of only non-horror 
works, and exclusion across the different library catalogs. In other words, it does not 
appear that libraries are considering if an author was nominated or won a Stoker Award 
when selecting items for their collection. 
Format 
While I was gathering information regarding which authors were and were not 
represented in library catalogs, I noticed that among the books represented there appeared 
to be differences in the formats. Most prominently, I noticed that the horror works 
included in library catalogs most often appeared to be in an electronic format—
specifically ebooks. Whether the library had a single ebook of a work available to patrons 
or multiple copies of a work available in a variety of formats, ebooks appeared to be the 
format that was most often represented in library collections. However, I must note that 
this was a casual observation that struck me as I was collecting my data. I did not analyze 
any data pertaining to the format of the works that were represented as this was outside of 
the scope of the current study.  
Although I was unable to gather data and statistically analyze this factor, I feel 
that format is an important consideration to note as the format of an item can affect 
access to an item. Not everyone may have a device that can access electronic items, such 
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as ebooks and audiobooks. On the other hand, electronic formats may be more helpful for 
some groups. For example, individuals who need access to large print works that a library 
does not carry in a physical format may find electronic formats more helpful if a) the 
electronic interface allows a reader to adjust the text size on their screen and b) the reader 
has access to a device with the capability to read or listen to these works. 
Libraries may opt to hold horror works in electronic formats for a multitude of 
reasons. In some instances, holding certain works in only an electronic format may be 
done out of necessity. Several horror authors, particularly new horror authors, may only 
have their work published as an ebook for a multitude of reasons, not the least of which is 
that a particular author has decided to self-publish electronically (Spector, 2016) or that a 
publishing house has decided to only release a novel in an electronic format.  
On the other hand, it could be possible that libraries are representing horror 
authors in electronic formats due to a preconception of the genre. If librarians believe that 
a book might not circulate well, then they may be more likely to choose a format that 
takes up less physical space and may be cheaper for the library to own or license. This 
feels particularly true as more classic works in the genre that do have cross-genre appeal, 
such as Frankenstein and The Haunting of Hill House, appeared to be represented in a 
variety of formats while works by authors who seem to be more niche or lesser known 
were either not represented at all or appeared to be more likely to be represented in only a 
single format that was typically electronic. Consequently, libraries may be battling with 
the pull between prioritizing certain formats due to limited resources (particularly space 
and money) and keeping a large body of genre work hidden from or inaccessible to 
certain readers.  
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Limitations 
While I did my best to craft this study in a way that would reduce limitations, I 
did have to make several executive decisions that could have affected the outcome of my 
study and with which other researchers may disagree. First of all, when compiling my 
list, I did choose to include sources from a variety of academic and nonacademic (i.e., 
popular and informal) sources. I made this decision as several of the formalized lists that 
librarians would typically use to assess their catalogs via list-checking were dated and 
therefore would not include the female horror authors who started writing in the genre (or 
who became prominent in the genre) after the year 2000. I felt that by including the more 
popular sources, such as blog posts and lists from various websites, I could both include 
newer authors, authors who were not as famous as others, and authors from other 
countries who may have been overlooked by U.S. media. However, by choosing to 
include this sort of media I opened my study up to the possibility that certain authors 
included in my list were only considered to be horror authors by the writer of the 
nonacademic source. To mitigate this risk, I looked extensively at the personal webpages 
and biographies of the authors who were listed to see if they self-identified as being 
horror authors or wrote works that were in the horror vein. With the exception of 
Caroline Blackwood, who was originally included in my list but excluded upon further 
examination of her body of work, this technique did appear to be successful in identifying 
authors who had written at least one horror work, although a few authors on my list (e.g., 
Sherrilyn Kenyon and Karen Marie Moning) may still be considered questionable as their 
overall body of work appears to be more representative of fantasy/dark fantasy with some 
supernatural/paranormal elements than many “pure” horror works. In other words, some 
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researchers may disagree with the inclusion of certain authors on my list, which brings 
me to my next potential limitation. 
When compiling my list, I made the decision to include authors who were not 
solely horror authors or who had written only one notable book in the horror genre. While 
these authors may not be solely considered to be “horror” authors and may in fact write 
more works in other genres, they still contributed to the horror genre. Furthermore, I 
argue that even those authors who have only written one work in the genre were at least 
“horror” authors at the time that they wrote that work. Additionally, the subjectivity of a 
work’s genre and consequently an author’s typical genre of writing is becoming more 
prevalent as many authors are choosing to blend a variety of elements from many 
different genres into their work. Because of this, I felt that including authors who wrote 
in many different genres or who blended genres in their works was appropriate as these 
authors still in some manner contributed to the overall horror genre and its evolution in 
some manner. That said, others may disagree with these decisions and would have chosen 
to eliminate these authors from the list. 
Lastly, I feel that one larger limitation in regards to my list and consequently my 
study was that I did not examine lists of various horror award winners and nominees for 
inclusion. As collecting award-winning works has been touted as a standard and 
common-knowledge practice in collection development, I assumed that these authors 
would be included in one or more of my lists. However, when I decided to briefly look 
into which Stoker Award winning or nominated authors were represented in library 
collections, I found several female horror authors who were not listed in any of my 
sources. Of course, the fact that my list wasn’t comprehensive in itself is a limitation, but 
with the rise of self-publishing (Spector, 2016), small presses (Spratford, 2018), and new 
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authors writing in the genre (Spratford, 2018) I already knew that my list wouldn’t be a 
completely comprehensive measure and that this would be a limitation to my study. That 
said, I should have still included lists of previous horror literature award winners and 
nominees with my other sources. 
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Conclusions 
 While the current study has helped to break ground regarding how female horror 
authors in general are represented in our libraries and the discrepancies in representation 
between female horror authors of color and white female horror authors, this study is 
only one part of a larger picture. Librarians working in collection development must 
decide if underrepresentation of female horror authors is an issue within their library and 
how they plan to address this gap in their collections. Furthermore, additional research 
focusing on variables not covered in this study could reap important insights that would 
add more depth to the results that I found. To help start this conversation, I have provided 
recommendations that libraries could look into to help build their collection of female 
horror authors and I have suggested various factors that future researchers interested in 
this topic may want to take into consideration.
Recommendations for Libraries.  
Libraries may have different needs for their collections, so specific 
recommendations regarding individual books would have to be tailored for those 
individual libraries. However, based on the trends that I noticed while gathering my data I 
feel that I can recommend some general directions that could be useful for librarians who 
want to address any potential gaps in their collections. 
Critically assessing your library’s collection development policy is a great initial 
step to check for what kinds of materials may be unintentionally excluded from your 
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collection. If your collection development policy includes the selection of award winning 
(or nominated) authors and single works from other genres, then make sure you are also 
selecting award winning (or nominated) horror authors and single works. Keeping track 
of which authors are Bram Stoker Award nominees can not only help your library locate 
female horror authors but can also bring to your attention smaller presses of which you 
might not have been aware and to notice increasing popularity in various literary 
mediums, such as collections of poetry and graphic novels, that you might not have 
previously associated with the horror genre but that your patrons might enjoy. 
Analyzing what sorts of books your readers seem to enjoy the most, whether in 
terms of the genres most often circulated among your readers or in terms of what appeal 
factors to which your readers seem to be drawn, can also give you an idea of which 
female horror authors might best fit into your collection. For example, if works that lean 
toward fantasy or dark fantasy are popular among your library’s readers, then looking at 
works similar to those by Alison Littlewood, especially her work The Hidden People, 
could be particularly appealing to your readers. Readers attracted to in-depth character 
studies, particularly those that are more realistic than fantastical, may enjoy the works of 
J. Lincoln Fenn. Readers who enjoy intense or graphic works could enjoy the works of 
Pheare Alexander. Those who are attracted to gothic fiction may enjoy the works of 
Laura Purcell and Susan Hill. Those who are interested in science fiction may enjoy Mira 
Grant’s works such as Into the Drowning Deep and her Newsflesh series. Individuals who 
like reading poetry could appreciate the works of Charlee Jacob and Linda Addison. 
Readers interested in reading works featuring LGBTQ+ characters and themes may enjoy 
the works of Jewelle Gomez and Caitlín Kiernan. Finally, readers who enjoy speculative 
or experimental fiction may be interested in the works of Nalo Hopkinson and Samanta 
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Schweblin. Overall, the horror genre is quite varied and consequently includes works that 
could appeal to several different readers. 
Directions for Future Research.  
There are several other avenues researchers who are interested in the topic of 
female horror author representation in public libraries may explore.  
As I noted in my discussion section, the format in which female horror authors are 
represented in library collections could be an interesting direction for future researchers 
to examine. This would allow future researchers to see if there are any differences in how 
female and male horror authors are represented in library collections and if these 
differences in format may affect female authors’ circulation statistics. 
Researchers may also want to take note of which presses that publish horror 
authors are represented in a library collection, particularly which (if any) small or 
independent presses are represented in a library collection. As small and independent 
presses are becoming more prevalent in horror publishing (Spratford, 2018), it could be 
important to note if these presses are being collected by libraries as this could affect 
which authors are represented in a library collection.  
To gain a better understanding of how female horror authors are represented in 
library catalogs compared to their male counterparts, researchers who wish to conduct a 
larger study may want to compile a more comprehensive list including both male and 
female horror authors. This sort of list would better allow researchers to see if there are 
any significant differences in representation between these two groups. 
Finally, I feel that future researchers may want to explore any differences in 
representation among female horror authors who published works in various time frames. 
Examining not only which works are currently represented in library collections but also 
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the time periods in which those works were published could help future researchers 
determine if libraries’ representation of female horror authors has contributed to the 
underrepresentation of female horror authors in the horror canon as well as the perception 
that women do not and have not contributed consistently to horror across the history of 
the genre. 
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Appendix A 
Works consulted for the Author List
 
ILS Reference works consulted for the list: 
• Tymn, M. B. (1981) Horror literature: A Core collection and reference guide. 
New York: R. R. Bowker. 
• Spratford, B. S. (2012). The Readers’ advisory guide to horror. 2nd edition. 
Chicago: American Library Association. 
• Pulliam, J. M., & Fonseca, A. J. (2006). Read on… : Horror fiction. Westport, 
Connecticut: Libraries Unlimited. 
• McArdle, M. M. (2015). Horror blends: Blends that give you goosebumps. Pp 71-
92 In The Readers’ advisory guide to genre blends. Chicago: American Library 
Association.. 
• Saricks, J. G. (2009). The Readers’ advisory guide to genre fiction. Second 
edition. Chicago: American Library Association. 
 
Other Reference works consulted for the list: 
• Pringle, D. (1998). St. James guide to horror, ghost and gothic writers. Detroit: 
St. James Press 
• Saulson, S. (2014). Sixty black women in horror writing. Iconoclast Productions. 
Websites/Web articles  consulted for the list: 
  
63 
 
• Leung, S. (n.d.) Top 7 Indian horror authors to be read [Blog Post]. Retrieved 
from: https://www.desiblitz.com/content/top-7-indian-horror-authors 
• Kyuhoshi (n.d.) 10 Best Japanese mystery horror novels [Blog Post]. Retrieved 
from: https://www.kyuhoshi.com/2016/01/04/10-best-japanese-mystery-horror-
novels/  
• Kirsten (2014a, February 12) Women in horror fiction: Becky Siegel Spratford on 
discovery of women horror writers for public library collections [Blog post]. 
Retrieved from: https://www.monsterlibrarian.com/TheCirculationDesk/women-
in-horror-fiction-becky-siegel-spratford-on-discovery-of-women-horror-writers-
for-public-library-collections/ 
• Kirsten (2014b, February 28). Women in horror fiction: Who’s where? An Index 
to women in horror month, 2014 [Blog post]. Retrieved from: 
https://www.monsterlibrarian.com/TheCirculationDesk/women-in-horror-fiction-
whos-where-an-index-to-women-in-horror-month-2014/  
• Dave (2012, February 29) Top 25 women horror writers you probably haven’t 
heard of (but should know) [Blog post]. Retrieved from http://hellnotes.com/top-
25-women-horror-writers-you-probably-havent-heard-of-but-should-know 
• Candia, L. (2017, October 2). These Hispanic authors will make your Halloween 
extra spooky [Blog post]. Retrieved from https://wearemitu.com/no-pos-wow/9-
latino-horror-authors-that-will-invade-your-nightmares/ 
• Hughes, E. (2018, March 12). 21 of the best horror books by women [Blog post]. 
Retrieved from https://www.unboundworlds.com/2018/03/best-horror-novels-
women/ 
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• White, J. (2018, February 21). 20 women horror writers you need to read [Blog 
post] Retrieved from https://www.wheredarknessdwells.com/blog/women-horror-
writers-you-need-to-read 
• Temple, E. (2018, October 3). 23 great women horror writers to freak you out this 
October: Because sometimes fictional terror is a nice break [Blog post]. Retrieved 
from https://lithub.com/23-great-women-horror-writers-to-freak-you-out-this-
october/ 
• Green, A. (2016, October 26). 11 women horror writers you need to read [blog 
post]. Retrieved from http://mentalfloss.com/article/505299/11-women-horror-
writers-you-need-read 
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Appendix B 
Author List
 
Source Author Last Author First 
 Work (If only 
recorded horror 
work) 
Diverse 
Author 
(1=no; 
2=yes) Source Key: 
1 Du Maurier  Daphne  1 Spratford (2012) = 1 
1 Jackson Shirley  1  Pulliam & Fonseca (2006) = 2 
1 Due Tananarive  2 Saulson (2014) = 3 
1 Rice Anne  1 McArdle (2015) = 4 
1 Yarbro 
Chelsea Quinn  (psuedonyms: terry nelson 
bonner; vanessa pryor) 1 Saricks (2009) = 5 
1 Langan Sarah  1 Leung (n.d.) = 6 
1 LeBlanc Deborah  1 Kyuhoshi (n.d) = 7 
1 Pinborough Sarah  1 Kirsten (2014a) = 8 
1 Sokoloff Alexandra  1 Kirsten (2014b) = 9 
1 Grant Mira  1 Dave (2012)= 10 
1 Morton Lisa  1 Candia (2017)= 11 
1 Stratford Sarah Jane  1 Hughes (2018) = 12 
1 Kiernan Caitlin  1 White (2018) = 13 
1 Radcliffe Ann  1 Temple (2018) = 14 
1 Shelley Mary  1 Pringle (1998) = 15 
1 Agarwal Shilpa Haunting Bombay 2 Tymn (1982) = 16 
1 Kostova Elizabeth The Historian 1  
1 Mitchell Mary Ann  1  
1 Mostert Natasha  1  
1 Gran Sara  1  
1 Harris Charlaine  1  
1 Kelner Toni L.P.  1  
1 Flynn Gillian Dark Places 1  
1 Oates Joyce Carol  1  
1 Rendell Ruth 13 steps down 1  
1 Waters Sarah The Little Stranger 1  
1 Armstrong Kelley  1  
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1 Niffenegger Audrey 
Her Fearful 
Symmetry 1  
1 Bull Emma War for the oaks 1  
3 Addison Linda D.  2  
3 Alexander Pheare  2  
3 Allen Angela C.  2  
3 Ashe Paula D.  2  
3 Banks L.A.  2  
3 Black Darlene  2  
3 Burke Chesya  2  
3 Burney Claudia Mair 2  
3 Butler Octavia  2  
3 Canterbury Patricia E.  2  
3 Cleage Pearl  2  
3 Connor Crystal  2  
3 Crowell Arielle  2  
3 Copeland Joy M.  2  
3 Davis L. M.  2  
3 Davis Lexi  2  
3 Eldridge Janiera  2  
3 Fields Ann  2  
3 Green Robin  2  
3 Grenor Dicey  2  
3 Gomez Jewelle  2  
3 Hamilton Virginia  2  
3 Hill Donna  2  
3 Hobbs Allison  2  
3 
Holland-
Moore Lawana  2  
3 Hope Akua Lezli  2  
3 Hopkinson Nalo  2  
3 Hurston Zora Neale  2  
3 Jackson Monica  2  
3 Jackson Tish  2  
3 Jeffers Valjeanne  2  
3 Jefferson Jemiah  2  
3 Jemisin N.K.  The Killing Moon 2  
3 Johnson Alaya Dawn  2  
3 Johnson Tenea  2  
3 Koboah A.D.  2  
3 Lawrence Briana  2  
3 McCray Faye  2  
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3 Michelle Melinda  2  
3 Monday Donna  2  
3 Morrison Toni  2  
3 Noles Pam  2  
3 Okorafor Nnedi Who fears death? 2  
3 Oyeyemi Helen  2  
3 Patterson Ama  2  
3 Peck A.L.  2  
3 Penn Annie J.  2  
3 Reeves Dia  2  
3 Rhodes Evie  2  
3 Robinson Jill  2  
3 Ross Leone  2  
3 Eden Royce  2  
3 Salaam Kiini Ibura  2  
3 Sanders Anna  2  
3 Saulson Sumiko  2  
3 Shawl Nisi  2  
3 
Sherrard-
Johnson Cherene  2  
3 Thomas Sheree R.  2  
3 Wood L. Marie  2  
3 Zane   2  
3 Zoboi Ibi  2  
2 Bergstrom Elaine  1  
2 Borchardt Alice  1  
2 Boyd Donna  1  
2 Scotch Cheri  1  
2 Kalogridis Jeanne  1  
2 Knight Amarantha  1  
2 Gray Muriel  1  
2 Spellman Cathy Cash  1  
2 Thorne Tamara (pseydonym for Nancy Kilpatrick) 1  
2 Davidson Mary Janice  1  
2 Cacek P. D.  1  
2 Harbaugh Karen  2  
2 Taylor Karen E.  1  
2 Naylor Gloria  2  
2 Andrews V.C.  1  
2 Arensberg Ann  1  
2 Baker Trisha  1  
2 Holder Nancy  1  
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2 Jacob Charlee  1  
2 Taylor Lucy  1  
2 Dokey Cameron 
Truth and 
consequences 1  
2 Hooper Kay  1  
2 Tem Melanie  1  
2 Gursick Sara  1  
2 Bacon-Smith Camille  1  
2 Giron Sephera  1  
2 Harper M.A.  1  
2 Hand Elizabeth  1  
2 Massie Elizabeth  1  
2 
Bedwell-
Grime Stephanie  1  
2 Bishop K.J.  1  
2 Lee Tanith  1  
2 Bray Libba  1  
2 Earhart Rose  1  
2 Elrod P.N.  1  
2 Harrison Kim Dead witch walking 1  
2 Huff Tanya Blood price 1  
2 Constantine Storm Stalking tender prey 1  
2 Steffen Elizabeth Dahmer's Not Dead 1  
2 Micheals Barbara  1  
2 Barron Diana  1  
2 Koja Kathe  1  
2 Charnas Suzy McKee   1  
2 Hoffman Nina Kiriki  1  
2 Hambly Barbra  1  
2 Burns Laura J.  1  
2 Metz Melinda  1  
2 Collins Nancy  1  
2 Hamilton Laurell K.  1  
2 Rhodes Natasha  1  
2 Reeve Clara  1  
2 Gallagher Diana G.  1  
4 McKinley Robin  1  
4 Moning Karen Marie  1  
4 Simonds Merilyn  1  
4 Maitland Karen  1  
4 Stevens Amanda  1  
4 White Karen  1  
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4 Hill Susan  1  
4 Carroll Susan  1  
4 St. James Simone  1  
4 Littlefield Sophie  1  
5 Krinard Susan  1  
5 Kenyon Sherrilyn  1  
5 Feehan Christine  1  
5 Gerritsen Tess  2  
5 Cain Chelsea  1  
5 French Tana  1  
5 Roberts Nora 
Sign of the Seven 
series 1  
6 Faleiro Jessica  2  
6 Manral Kiran  2  
6 Chaudhry Minakshi  2  
7 Minato Kanae  2  
7 Kirino Natsuo  2  
8 Ania Ahlborn  1  
8 Chesterton R.B. (pseudonym for Carolyn Haines) 1  
8 Jonez Kate  1  
8 Littlewood Alison  1  
8 Stiefvater Maggie  1  
8 Winters Cat  1  
9 Aiken Joan  1  
9 Cowens Debbie  1  
9 Fenn J. Lincoln  1  
9 Friday Wednesday Lee 1  
9 Kate Hannah  1  
9 Hawkes Angeline  1  
9 Koehler Karen H. (appears to go by K.H.) 1  
9 Lee Michele  1  
9 Lopez Lori R.  1  
9 Mannetti Lisa  1  
9 Robb Suzanne  1  
9 SanGiovanni Mary  1  
9 Wilde Barbie  1  
10 Wilson Mehitobel  1  
10 Friel Fran  1  
10 Tuttle Lisa (psuedonym: Maria Palmer)  1  
10 Roden Barbara  1  
10 Youmans Marly  1  
10 Valente Catherynne M. 1  
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10 Lanagan Margo  1  
10 Warren Kaaron  1  
10 Reed Kit  1  
10 Bowen Marjorie  1  
10 DeLuca Sandy  1  
10 Jens Tina (L.)  1  
10 Fortune Dion  1  
10 Files Gemma  1  
11 Enriquez Mariana  2  
11 McCall Gaudalupe Garcia 2  
11 Cordova Zoraida  2  
11 Machado Carmen Maria 2  
11 
Moreno-
Garcia Silvia  2  
11 Schweblin Samanta  2  
12 Katsu Alma  2  
12 Jemc Jac  1  
12 Khaw Cassandra  2  
12 Beukes Lauren  1  
12 Purcell Laura  1  
12 Priest Cherie  1  
12 Gilman Charlotte Perkins 1  
12 Carter Angela  1  
12 Koike Mariko  2  
12 Wohlsdorf Gina  1  
13 Yardley Mercedes M. 1  
13 Fallon Amber  1  
13 Garza Michelle  1  
13 Lason Melissa  1  
13 Sowder Kindra  1  
13 Dodwell Fiona  1  
13 Wahl M.F.  1  
13 Giacomi Alessia  1  
13 Cushing Nicole  1  
13 Walters Damien Angelica 1  
13 Link Kelly  1  
14 McMahon Jennifer  1  
14 Roupenian Kristen  1  
14 Krilanovich Grace  1  
14 Lotz Sarah  1  
14 Nonami Asa  2  
15 Siddons (Sybil) Anne Rivers The house next door 1  
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15 Asquith Cynthia  1  
15 Atherton Gertrude  1  
15 Baker Nancy  1  
15 Billson Anne  1  
15 Bingley Margaret (Psuedonym: Frank lin) 1  
15 Blackwood Caroline  1  
15 Bowen Elizabeth  1  
15 Braddon M.E.  1  
15 Broster D.K.  1  
15 Broughton Rhoda  1  
15 Cantrell Lisa W.  1  
15 Clark Mary Higgins 1  
15 Counselman Mary Elizabeth 1  
15 Dunn Katherine geek love 1  
15 Engstrom Elizabeth  1  
15 Freeman Mary E. Wilkins 1  
15 Harris Joanne  1  
15 Hunt Violet  1  
15 Kay Susan phantom 1  
15 Kerruish Jessie Douglas 
the undying monster: 
a tale of the fifth 
dimension 1  
15 Laski Marghanita  1  
15 Lawrence Margery  1  
15 Macardle Dorothy  1  
15 McNally Clare  1  
15 Millhiser Marlys (Joy)  1  
15 Molesworth Mary L.  1  
15 Morlan A.R.  1  
15 Navarro Yvonne  1  
15 Nesbit E. (edith)  1  
15 Oliphant Mrs. (Margaret Wilson) 1  
15 Palmer Jessica  1  
15 
Campbell 
Praed Mrs.  (Rosa)  1  
15 Ptacek Kathryn  1  
15 Riddell Mrs. J.H. (Charlotte) 1  
15 Sinclair 
May (psuedonyms: julian sinclair ; ma.a. st. 
c. sinclair ; mary sinclair) 1  
15 Smith Lady Eleanor 1  
15 Timperley Rosemary (psuedonym: ruth cameron) 1  
15 Walter Elizabeth  1  
15 Weldon Fay  1  
  
72 
 
15 Welty Eudora  1  
15 Wharton Edith  1  
15 Wood Bari  1  
16 Barbauld Anna Letitia  1  
16 Dacre Charlotte  1  
16 Helme Elizabeth 
Saint Margaret's 
Cave 1  
16 Kelly Isabella 
The Abbey of Saint 
Asaph 1  
16 Lamb Caroline Glenarvon 1  
16 Lee Sophia 
The Recess: A Tale of 
Other Times 1  
16 Meeke Mary Count Saint Blancard 1  
16 Parsons Eliza  1  
16 Radcliffe Mary-Anne Manfrone 1  
16  Roche Regina Maria 1  
16 Sleath Eleanor 
The orphan of the 
rhine 1  
16 Smith Catherine Barozzi 1  
16 Smith Charlotte (Turner) 1  
16 Crow Catherine 
The night side of 
nature 1  
16 Cooper Louise Blood Summer 1  
16 Thomson Chritsine Campbell 1  
16 Widdemer Margaret The haunted hour 1  
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